Given this reality, with distance between citizens and scientists, communicating with the population has become both increasingly difficult and increasingly necessary.
S
cience communication has been a challenge since science was structured as its own area of knowledge. This is because the structuring process itself resulted in a distancing from society through development of the scientific method -often counterintuitive -and the creation of scientific jargon -making the language obscure and inaccessible to the layman 1 . The Scientific
Revolution of the 16 th -18 th centuries involved a process of specialization of knowledge, in which fields of knowledge were becoming independent and reaching unprecedented advances -from the anatomical description of the human being to the establishment of the laws of gravity. The advancement of scientific methods -like the development of optics, the growing sophistication of mathematicsinitiated a process in which scientists themselves became laymen outside their respective fields of knowledge 2, 3 .
Given this reality, with distance between citizens and scientists, communicating with the population has become both increasingly difficult and increasingly necessary.
Communication is more difficult in the sense that there is a larger gap between the languages of both parties, and greater asymmetry of knowledge; at the same time it is ever more necessary because if scientists do not translate their knowledge, it becomes inaccessible for society.
In the 18 th century, as a reaction to such a gap, a movement emerged in Europe, notably in the UK and
ABSTRACT:
The sciences of brain and behavior have long fascinated the lay public, eager to apply any novel knowledge to improve both individuals and society. Be it in the fields of education, public security, mind performance and so on, the advances of neuroscience have always being followed by the flourishing of the most varied promises using scientific arguments. This appropriation of knowledge, however, is seldom precise, dangerously leading people to misinformation and false beliefs. We argue that scientists ought to be proactive science communicators, reducing the risks of distortions and fulfilling their role in university extension. While this distance is harmful for science as a whole, the lack of proper communication in the sciences related to the mind and brain may be especially important, in that such knowledge can and is used by society in any given way to pursue its goals -from psychoanalysis to the neurosciences, trying to understand, explain, predict and manipulate behavior, with different social actors appropriating knowledge to justify their interests 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 .
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Even before the development of psychoanalysis, the brain emerged as a candidate responsible for behaviors ranging from crime to genius, and attempts to act on it were aimed at projects ranging from social control to education given the advancement of these techniques, seem not to be concerns of the media 15 . On the other hand, the ethical debate, in turn, finds more ground in the lay press than in the specialized press, as scientists are not concerned with such issues, leaving it to the care of society 15 . And what's even more worrisome: the reading of popular science magazines or newspapers offers very little or no effect on the knowledge of the general public regarding the brain, according to research conducted in Brazil 7 .
The problem is that neuroscientific knowledge, will, one way or another, be absorbed by society. The desire to explain human behavior is eternal, and each supposed advance in this direction will result in extrapolation from academia to satisfy that curiosity. . And today, when perhaps more than ever neurosciences advance and flood the media with news, keeping people thirsty for this knowledge, this effort should be an integral part of the work of scientists.
